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REMARKS 

Cl.hns21-28 sallowed. Claims 1-7 ate caviled because they » direc«d ata 
non^lected invention. No claims are amended. Reconsideration and allowance of cleans 8- 
20 is requested in light of the following remarks. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
Claims 21-28 are allowed. 

Claims 15 16 and 18-20 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but are indicated to be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. At this time, the applicant wishes to 
maintain claims 1 5, 16 and 1 8-20 in their present form so that the arguments presented below 
in regard to claim 12 may be fully considered. 

Specification 

The title is objected to as not being descriptive of the invention. The title is thereby 
amended. It is believed that the new title is now sufficiently descriptive, and that the 
objection is overcome. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C § 102 

Claims 8-10, 12-14 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,472,303 to Weon, et al. ("Weon"). The applicant disagrees. 

In order to anticipate a claim, a single reference must show the identical invention in 
as complete detail as contained in the claim. MPEP 2131, emphasis added. 

Claim 8 recites forming a selective epitaxial silicon layer on the contact pads exposed 
through the contact holes to cover the insulating mask layer pattern. It is alleged that Weon 
discloses a selective epitaxial silicon layer 55, contact pads 49, contact holes 53, and an 
insulating mask layer pattern 45 (FIGs. 9-13) that have the recited relationship. 

To the contrary, Weon states that «[r]eferring to FIG. 13, a second episilicon layer 55 
is grown on the first episilicon layer 49 on the lower parts of the landing plug contact hole 
53" (column 5, lines 7-9). Weon's FIG. 13 shows that the alleged selective epitaxial silicon 
layer 55 is grown to the same level as, but does not cover, the alleged insulating mask layer 

pattern 45 (emphasis added). 

Consequently, Weon fails to anticipate claim 8 because it does not show the identical 
invention in as complete detail as contained in the claim. MPEP 2131. 
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«n,ly, Weon also friU . anucipale oUim. 9-1 0 Recuse ,« - - 
iderrfcal invention in as complete derail as contain* in the cla». MPEP 2131. 

Calm .2 recites loaning a selective epitaxial silicon layer on the one of the a, leas. 

7eon disell a selee.lv, eptoial silicon layer- 55. contact pads 4,, and an rrsulattng mass 
ta,erpanem45(FIGs.9-13)a.thav.thereeitedretaUon S tap. 

Tote conU W> WeonsU K s t h«l,1efWng»FI0.13,a»c^^l^lnyee55 

U gr ovvnon^flrstepismoonl.y.r49on to lo W e I p««of fl .e 1 s n aiogplngcon B c.ho 1 e 

53" (column 5, lines 7-9). W«', FIG. 13 shov,, M*. alleged selective 

Uyer 55 is grown .0 ft. same level «. but *. »« cover, the alleged insulating mast layer 

pattern 45 (emphasis added). 

Consequently, Weon fails to anticipate claim 12 because it does not show the identical 
invention in as complete detail as contained in the claim. MPEP2131. 

Claims 13-14 and 17 depend from claim 12, and inherently contain the features of 
claim 12. Consequently, Weonalso fails to anticipate claims 13-14and 
not show the identical invention in as complete detaU as contained in the chum. MPEP 2131. 

Claim Rejection - 35 U.S.C. § 103 
Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Weon in view 
of U.S. Patent No. 6,468,853 to Balasubramanian, et al. ("Balasubramanian"). The applicant 
disagrees. 

Claim 1 1 depends from independent claim 8. As explained above, Weon fans to 
teach all the features recited in claim 8. Furthermore, Balasubramanian does not teach the 
feature of claim 8 that Weon fails to teach. Thus, the Weon/Balasubramanian combma^on 
fails to e^prima facie obviousness for claim 8. MPEP 2143.03. Consequently, the 
Weon/Balasubramanian combination fails to establish prima facie obviousness for clam. 1 1 
because any claim that depends from a nonobvious independent claim is also nonobvmus. 
MPEP 2143.03. 
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Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, reconsideration and allowance of claims 8-28 of the 
apP Uc2isre q «ested. Please telephone the undersigned at (503) 22^3 ^t appears 
that an interview would be helpful in advancing the case. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.C. 



Todd J. Iverson 
Reg. No. 53,057 



rson r 



MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.C 
1030 SW Morrison Street 
Portland, OR 97205 
503-222-3613 
Customer No. 20575 



I hereby certify that this correspondence 
is being transmitted to the U.S. Patent and 
Trademark Office via facsimile number 
(703) 872-9306 on May 13, 2005. 



Li Mei Vermilya 
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